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STATEMENT OF THE CASE 
Nature of the Case 
Conner Blaine Hoy appeals from the judgment entered upon the jury 
verdict finding him guilty of robbery, aggravated assault, and use of a deadly 
weapon in the commission of an aggravated assault. 
Statement of Facts and Course of Proceedings 
Aaron Smith was driving his pickup to Walmart at night when he saw a car 
pull into the lane next to him, stop at the red light, then run through the red light. 
(6/30/14 Tr., p. 145, L. 11 - p. 147, L. 18.) That car narrowly avoided hitting a 
car with kids in it. (Id.) Mr. Smith saw the car that had run the red light drive 
ahead and pull into the Walmart parking lot. (6/30/14 Tr., p. 148, Ls. 12-23.) 
After the light changed, Mr. Smith also pulled into the Walmart parking lot and 
parked in the first spot he saw open. (6/30/14 Tr., p. 148, L. 24 - p. 149, L. 4, p. 
151, Ls. 15-19.) Mr. Smith was parked a few cars away from the car that ran the 
red light. (6/30/14 Tr., p. 148, L. 24 - p. 149, L. 4.) Mr. Smith noticed someone 
get out of that car and go into the closest Walmart entrance. (6/30/14 Tr., p. 
151, L. 22 - p. 152, L. 12.) Mr. Smith went into the Walmart and grabbed a 
grocery cart. (6/30/14 Tr., p. 152, Ls. 11-22.) 
According to Mr. Smith it was not his intention to confront the other driver; 
however, as soon as he turned down an aisle the other driver, later identified as 
Hoy, walked right by him. (6/30/14 Tr., p. 152, L. 13 - p. 153, L. 4, p. 153, L. 23 
- p. 154, L. 2, p. 191, Ls. 8-19.) When Hoy walked by Mr. Smith, Mr. Smith got 
his attention and said, "I saw you run a red light and you almost hit a car full of 
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kids. Please be careful with your driving." (6/30/14 Tr., p. 152, Ls. 13-22.) Mr. 
Smith explained that he was upset at Hoy because "anyone seeing a car almost 
hit kids would be upset." (6/30/14 Tr., p. 153, Ls. 2-4.) 
Hoy immediately started raising his voice and wanted to fight. (6/30/14 
Tr., p. 155, Ls. 5-23.) Hoy was "pretty amped up" and got "in [Mr. Smith's] face." 
(Id.) Hoy said Mr. Smith had embarrassed him and that he was having the worst 
day of his life and he just wanted to go outside and fight. (Id.) Mr. Smith kept 
trying to calm Hoy down and told him he was just asking him to drive more 
carefully. (6/30/14 Tr., p. 155, L. 24 - p. 156, L. 7.) Hoy left and said he would 
be waiting outside. (6/30/14 Tr., p. 156, Ls. 8-14.) 
Mr. Smith continued grocery shopping for the next 20 minutes or so 
before he checked out and walked to his truck. (6/30/14 Tr., p. 157, Ls. 7-15.) 
When Mr. Smith got to his truck, Hoy walked up and immediately pushed Mr. 
Smith, started swearing at him and wanted to fight. (6/30/14 Tr., p. 158, L. 14 -
p. 159, L. 7.) Hoy told Mr. Smith that "he's a fighter, he loves to fight, [he] 
teaches his kids" to fight and he was going to show Mr. Smith what a "little man" 
he is. (Id.) Mr. Smith tried to get Hoy to calm down. (6/30/14 Tr., p. 159, L. 20 -
p. 160, L. 4.) Hoy then snatched Mr. Smith's black Nike baseball cap off his 
head. (6/30/14 Tr., p. 161, Ls. 7-13.) Hoy told Mr. Smith that if Mr. Smith was 
just going to let him just take his hat, that he should just take his wallet, too. 
(6/30/14 Tr., p. 161, Ls. 14-20.) Mr. Smith told Hoy to go ahead and take the 
hat. (6/30/14 Tr., p. 161, L. 25 - p. 162, L. 3.) Hoy then reached into his pocket 
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and pulled out a switch1 blade pocket knife. (6/30/14 Tr. p. 162, Ls. 4-15.) Hoy 
opened the switch blade knife. (6/30/14 Tr., p. 162, Ls. 16-18.) Hoy held the 
switch blade a little above his waist with the blade pointing at Mr. Smith in an 
upward position. (6/30/14 Tr., p. 163, Ls. 18-22.) At this point Mr. Smith was 
afraid for his life, so he told Hoy that he had a 9-millimeter gun in his truck. 
(6/30/14 Tr., p. 165, L. 16- p. 166, L. 1.) Mr. Smith hoped this would scare off 
Hoy so he would leave him alone. (6/30/14 Tr., p. 166, Ls. 2-5.) Instead of 
being scared, Hoy told Mr. Smith to use the gun. (6/30/14 Tr., p. 166, Ls. 6-8.) 
Hoy told a lady who was nearby that the fight was Mr. Smith's fault because he 
had embarrassed him, and the lady said she was going to call the police. 
(6/30/14 Tr., p. 166, Ls. 12-18, p. 167, Ls. 8-19.) 
Hoy, who was still holding Mr. Smith's hat, then threw Mr. Smith's hat 
down on the ground and walked off. (6/30/14 Tr., p. 166, Ls. 12-23.) Mr. Smith 
got into his truck and started to drive off when Hoy walked back up to Mr. Smith's 
window, held up his ID, and said something to the effect of "Let's call the cops." 
(6/30/14 Tr., p.198, L.16-p.199, L. 20, p. 213, Ls.10-16.) 
Mr. Smith drove home and parked his vehicle on the street in front of his 
home. (6/30/14 Tr., p. 171, L. 18 - p. 172, L. 1.) Mr. Smith was talking on his 
cell phone and reaching over to the passenger side to get his groceries when the 
driver's side door opened. (6/30/14 Tr., p. 173, Ls. 4-7.) Mr. Smith turned and 
1 The transcript initially references Hoy holding a "swiss" blade pocket knife, but 
Mr. Smith and the prosecutor then referred to it as a "switch" blade knife and 
went on to describe a switch blade knife. (6/30/14 Tr., p. 162, L. 25 - p. 163, L. 
9.) 
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saw Hoy standing right up alongside the door of his truck. (6/30/14 Tr., p. 173, 
Ls. 9-17.) Hoy told Mr. Smith to get out of the truck so he could fight him. 
(6/30/14 Tr., p. 176, Ls. 13-17.) Hoy again grabbed Mr. Smith's hat off his head, 
pulled the knife out and grabbed Mr. Smith's mail. (6/30/14 Tr., p. 176, L. 23 - p. 
177, L. 3.) Hoy told Mr. Smith that now that he knew where he lived, he was not 
only going to come back for Mr. Smith, but also for Mr. Smith's family. (Id.) Mr. 
Smith then told Hoy that he would fight him, but first he needed to take the 
groceries into the house. (6/30/14 Tr., p. 177, Ls. 9-13.) Once Mr. Smith got 
inside he told his roommates that there was a guy outside who followed him from 
Walmart, and when they went out Hoy was gone. (6/30/14 Tr., p. 179, Ls. 14-
19.) 
When they came back into the house Mr. Smith called the police. 
(6/30/14 Tr., p. 180, Ls. 6-9.) The police arrived arid Mr. Smith gave a 
statement. (6/30/14 Tr., p. 180, L. 10 - p. 181, L. 23.) A couple of hours later 
Mr. Smith left in his truck, but as he started to drive he noticed that his front left 
tire was flat. (6/30/14 Tr., p. 181, L. 24 - p. 182, L. 14.) Mr. Smith parked his 
truck and saw that his tire was slashed. (6/30/14 Tr., p. 182, Ls. 15-20; Exs. 8 
and 9.) Mr. Smith called the police again, and the police came and took pictures 
of the slashed tire. (6/30/14 Tr., p. 182, L. 25 - p. 184, L. 24.) 
The state charged Hoy with robbery, aggravated assault, use of a deadly 
weapon in the commission of a crime and the misdemeanors of petit theft and 
malicious injury to property. (R., pp. 38-39.) Prior to trial Hoy pied guilty to the 
petit theft charge. (R., p. 62.) 
4 
At trial, Randy Berner, a photo technician at Walmart, testified regarding 
the confrontation inside Walmart. (6/30/14 Tr., p. 229, L. 19 - p. 230, L. 5.) Mr. 
Berner testified that a man in a dark top was yelling and screaming at the top of 
his lungs at a man wearing a white shirt and a hat.2 (6/30/14 Tr., p. 231, L. 19 -
p. 234, L. 17.) The man in the dark top called the other guy an "MF" and told the 
guy in white that "I will meet you in the parking lot." (Id.) The man in white was 
not saying anything; he was just standing there trying to get away. (6/30/14 Tr., 
p. 239, Ls. 2-5.) 
The state also called Officer Nielsen and Officer Ellis to testify. (6/30/14 
Tr., p. 244, L. 2 - p. 249, L. 19; 7/1/14 Tr., p. 265, L. 6 - p. 276, L. 23.) The 
state introduced an audio recording of Hoy's interview with Officer Ellis. (7/1/14 
Tr., p. 269, L. 8 - p. 270, L. 24; Ex. 7.) In the recording, Hoy hesitated when 
Officer Ellis asked him about the incident at Walmart and said he should be 
careful because it was a "pretty sensitive incident" and he should probably be 
"really careful." (See Ex. 7 at approximately 0:40 - 1 :03.) Hoy also told Officer 
Ellis that the argument with "that kid" was going to "ruin" his life. (See Ex. 7 at 
approximately 9:57 - 10:23.) Hoy denied that he told Mr. Smith that he would 
meet him outside of the Walmart. (7/1/14 Tr., p. 289, L. 25 - p. 290, L. 7; Ex. 7 
at approximately 11 :08 - 11 :50.) 
The state also introduced security video footage from the Walmart parking 
lot and from inside the store. (6/30/14 Tr., p. 191, L. 19 - p. 199, L. 22, p. 234, 
2 Mr. Smith was wearing white and had a baseball cap on his head. (6/30/14 Tr., 
p. 161, Ls. 7-13, p. 194, Ls. 16-22; Ex. 3.) In the parking lot footage the man 
identified as Hoy is wearing a dark top. (6/30/14 Tr., p. 194, L. 25 - p. 195, L. 6.) 
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L. 18 - p. 238, L. 2; Ex. 3.) Kyle Ditto, who worked at Walmart in loss 
prevention, also testified regarding the Walmart security videos. (6/30/14 Tr., p. 
240, L. 1 - p. 243, L. 9; Ex. 4.) 
At the time of the crime, Hoy was on probation for felony leaving the 
scene of an accident. (7/1/14 Tr., p. 254, L. 16 - p. 260, L. 2.) Before Hoy 
testified, he asked the Court to prevent the state from asking him about his 
probation on cross-examination. (Id.) The district court agreed and held that, 
while a potential probation violation could go to Hoy's credibility, it was 
outweighed by the potential prejudice. (Id.) The district court made it very clear, 
however, that its ruling was contingent "upon the testimony that comes in in 
terms of opening any doors[.]" (7/1/14 Tr., p. 258, L. 9 - p. 260, L. 2.) 
THE COURT: Well, obviously the ruling that I make now is 
contingent upon the testimony that comes in in terms of opening 
any doors, for example, but I would tend to agree with the defense 
that the fact that he's on probation and that that could create some 
motivation for him to generally not admit criminal acts because it 
could also result in a probation violation, that in and of itself I think 
the prejudice of that substantially outweighs the probative value. 
(7/1/14 Tr., p. 258, Ls. 9-17.) 
Hoy testified in his own defense. (7/1/14 Tr., p. 279, L. 2 - p. 330, L. 19.) 
Hoy testified that he waited for Mr. Smith outside because he wanted to fight 
him. (7/1/14 Tr., p. 291, Ls. 4-7.) Hoy testified that when he approached Mr. 
Smith the first thing Hoy did was push Mr. Smith up against his truck and say, 
"Come on, let's get it." (7/1/14 Tr., p. 291, Ls. 8-17.) Hoy also admitted that Mr. 
Smith never pushed back. (7/1/14 Tr., p. 292, Ls. 9-10.) Hoy confessed that he 
took Mr. Smith's hat "several times" because he was trying to provoke a fight. 
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(7/1/14 Tr., p. 292, Ls. 11-24.) Hoy admitted that he was carrying a knife, but 
denied taking it out of his pocket. (7/1/14 Tr., p. 293, L. 24 - p. 295, L. 1.) Hoy 
also denied following Mr. Smith to his house. (7/1/14 Tr., p. 297, Ls. 9-16.) 
During his direct testimony Hoy admitted that he told Mr. Smith that he 
would meet him outside. (7/1/14 Tr., p. 289, Ls. 19-21.) This testimony 
conflicted with his statement to Officer Ellis. (7/1/14 Tr., p. 289, L. 19 - p. 290, L. 
20.) On direct examination, Hoy explained why, in that interview, he denied 
telling Mr. Smith that he would meet him outside. (7/1/14 Tr., p. 289, L. 19 - p. 
290, L. 20.) He explained that at the time of the interview he did not remember, 
but since then he has remembered because he reviewed police reports and 
"[t]his is the definitely the biggest incident in my life. Yes, I've been very focused 
on this." (7/1/14 Tr., p. 290, Ls. 3-12.) 
Hoy also testified regarding what he meant when he told Officer Ellis it 
was a "delicate situation" and what he meant when he said "the argument with 
that kid" was going to "ruin" his life. (See 7/1/14 Tr., p. 297, L. 25 - p. 298, L. 
20.) On the stand, Hoy claimed it meant he would lose his job working in a lab. 
(Id.) 
After Hoy testified, and outside the presence of the jury, the state 
requested that the district court allow cross-examination regarding some of the 
statements made by Hoy on direct examination. (7/1/14 Tr., p. 299, L. 18 - p. 
301, L. 13.) The district court agreed in part. The district court agreed that Hoy 
had opened the door to the prior conviction for leaving the scene of the accident 
when Hoy attempted to bolster his credibility when he testified that this was the 
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"biggest incident of my life." (7/1/14 Tr., p. 304, L. 16 - p. 306, L. 17.) The 
district court also ruled that Hoy's testimony regarding the consequences of his 
actions opened the door to cross-examination regarding the fact that he was on 
probation and, as a result of his actions, was facing a potential probation 
violation. (Id.) The district court did not allow the state to cross-examine Hoy 
regarding the petit theft from Walmart and a prior incident where Hoy struck a 
security guard with his car. (Id.) The district court ruled the relevance of Hoy's 
leaving the scene of the accident conviction and subsequent probation was not 
substantially outweighed by the potential prejudicial effect. (7/1/14 Tr., p. 306, 
Ls. 19-22.) 
The state cross-examined Hoy about whether this incident or the leaving 
the scene of an accident incident, where Hoy crashed his car and fled, was the 
biggest incident of his life. (7/1/14 Tr., p. 324, L. 10 - p. 326, L. 23.) The state 
also cross-examined Hoy on whether his statements to Officer Ellis about ruining 
his life were related to violating his probation. (7/1/14 Tr., p. 327, L. 9 - p. 330, 
L. 1.) Immediately after Hoy testified the district court gave the jury a limiting 
instruction: 
Evidence of the defendant's previous conviction of an offense may 
be considered by you only as it may affect the defendant's 
believability as a witness. You must not consider it as evidence of 
the defendant's guilt of the offense charged in this case. 
(7/11/14 Tr., p. 330, L. 23 - p. 331, L. 7.) The district court then further 
admonished the jury to pay attention to that instruction by stating: "All right. 
That's an important instruction I want you to pay attention to." (Id.) The district 
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court also gave a standard limiting instruction to the jury with the concluding jury 
instructions. (7/1/14 Tr., p. 343, Ls. 16-23; R., p. 99.) 
The jury found Hoy guilty of robbery, aggravated assault, and use of a 
deadly weapon in the commission of an aggravated assault, but found Hoy not 
guilty of malicious injury to property. (R., pp. 108-109.) The district court 
entered judgment and sentenced Hoy to 20 years with seven years fixed. (R., 
pp. 119-123.) The district court retained jurisdiction. (R., p. 121.) Hoy timely 
appealed. (R., pp. 125-128.) After the appeal was filed, the district court 
relinquished jurisdiction but granted Hoy's Rule 35 motion and reduced his 
sentence to 15 years with four years fixed. (3/17/15 Tr., p. 19, L. 7 - p. 20, L. 
10.) 
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ISSUE 
Hoy states the issue on appeal as: 
Did the district court err when it admitted testimony regarding Mr. 
Hoy's prior felony conviction for leaving the scene of an accident 
and the fact that he was on probation for that offense? 
(Appellant's brief, p. 6.) 
The state rephrases the issue as: 
Has Hoy failed to show the district court abused its discretion when it 
permitted the state to cross-examine Hoy about his prior conviction and 
probation because Hoy opened the door to that evidence through his testimony 
on direct examination? 
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ARGUMENT 
The District Court Did Not Abuse Its Discretion When It Determined That Hoy 
"Opened The Door" On Direct Examination To Cross-Examination Regarding His 
Prior Conviction And Probation 
A. Introduction 
On appeal, Hoy claims the district court abused its discretion when it 
determined that Hoy's testimony on direct examination opened the door to cross-
examination regarding Hoy's prior conviction and probation. (See Appellant's 
brief, pp. 7-10.) The district court properly allowed the state to cross-examine 
Hoy regarding his prior conviction and probation because Hoy made statements 
on direct examination that were refuted by the existence of his prior conviction 
and probation. The district court did not abuse its discretion. 
B. Standard Of Review 
The district court's decision to admit evidence is reviewed for an abuse of 
discretion. See State v. Thompson, 132 Idaho 628, 634, 977 P.2d 890, 896 
(1999). 
C. The District Court Did Not Abuse Its Discretion When It Determined Hoy's 
Prior Conviction And Probation Could Be Used To Refute Testimony Hoy 
Gave On Direct Examination 
Generally evidence of a conviction is inadmissible. See I.R.E. 403, 609. 
However, evidence of a conviction can be admissible for impeachment purposes 
if the existence of the conviction calls into doubt portions of the witnesses' 
testimony or statement. See State v. Kubat, 158 Idaho 661, _, 350 P.3d 1038, 
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1042-1043 (Ct. App. 2015). The existence of Hoy's prior conviction and 
probation called into doubt portions of his testimony on direct examination. 
On appeal, Hoy argues that he did not open the door to cross-examination 
regarding his prior conviction because his testimony on direct examination did 
not directly contradict the existence of his prior conviction and current probation. 
(Appellant's brief, pp. 7-10.) Hoy claims that he did not open the door because 
he did not testify "that he had never been in trouble before or that he did not 
have a prior conviction[.]" (Appellant's brief, p. 8.) Hoy argues that the district 
court's "initial ruling that Mr. Hoy's prior conviction would be excluded pursuant to 
I.RE. 609 and 403 was correct." (Appellant's brief, p. 9.) 
Hoy has failed to show the district court abused its discretion. The district 
court determined that statements made by Hoy on direct examination were made 
by Hoy in an attempt to bolster his credibility and create sympathy, but the 
veracity of those statements were called into question by his prior conviction and 
probation. (7/1/14 Tr., p. 304, L. 1 - p. 306, L. 17.) 
On direct examination, Hoy attempted to explain some of the statements 
he made to Officer Ellis during his recorded interview. During Hoy's interview 
with Officer Ellis, Hoy denied that he told Mr. Smith that he would meet him 
outside of the Walmart. (7/1/14 Tr., p. 289, L. 25 - p. 290, L. 7; Ex. 7 at 
approximately 11 :08 - 11 :50.) However, on direct examination Hoy testified that 
that he did tell Mr. Smith that he would meet him outside. (7/1/14 Tr., p. 289, Ls. 
19-32.) Hoy's statement to Officer Ellis also contradicted the testimony of Mr. 
Berner, who testified that Hoy told Mr. Smith that he would be waiting for him in 
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the parking lot. (6/30/14 Tr., p. 156, Ls. 8-14, p. 231, L. 19- p. 234, L. 17.) Hoy 
needed to address this discrepancy between his earlier statement and his 
current testimony. On direct examination Hoy testified: 
Q. Do you recall telling him that you were going to meet him 
outside? 
A. I do. 
Q. Now, we heard the tape with Officer Ellis. Did you hear that 
tape as well? 
A. Yes, ma'am. 
Q. And Officer Ellis asked you if you said I'm going to meet you 
outside? 
A. Yes, ma'am. 
Q. And you told him you - either you did not say that or you 
don't remember saying that, and I'm going to ask the jury to go with 
their own recollection, but why did you deny saying that to Officer 
Ellis? 
A. I didn't remember it. 
Q. And, again, since that interview, have you been able to 
review police reports? 
A. Absolutely. I can almost recite them to you. This is the 
definitely the biggest incident in my life. Yes, I've been very 
focused on this. 
Q. So has reviewing those reports helped kind of fill in the gaps 
of some of your memory? 
A. Yes, ma'am. 
(7/1/14 Tr., p. 289, L. 19 - p. 290, L. 20.) 
In addition, Hoy testified regarding what he meant during his interview with 
Officer Ellis when he told Officer Ellis this was a "delicate situation" and the 
13 
situation could "ruin" his life. (7/1/14 Tr., p. 297, L. 25 - p. 298, L. 20.) Hoy 
explained what he meant was that he could lose the "coolest" job he's ever had. 
(7/1/14 Tr., p. 297, L. 25 - p. 298, L. 20.) Hoy testified: 
Q. When you first met with Officer Ellis, you said - when he 
asked you about what happened at Wal-Mart, you said that this is a 
delicate situation. What did you mean by that? 
A. I mean I knew there was laws broken. 
Q. And when you say laws broken, do you mean that you feel 
like you broke the law? 
A. I definitely knew I broke the law, you can't fight people, that's 
illegal. 
Q. When you said, "I knew that argument with that kid was 
going to ruin my life," what did you mean by that? 
A. Having already gone the short distance I have into college, I 
know you don't have violence on your record and go into a lab. 
You can't. They're not going to put a guy that when things go 
wrong he wants to fight in a lab arguing about genetics or any kind 
of science at all. That would waste all of my money, all of the time 
I've done and take a - I don't want - it's the coolest job I've ever 
had being an equipment operator, I don't really want to do that all 
my life. I like to think. 
(7/1/14 Tr., p. 297, L. 25 - p. 298, L. 20.) 
The district court analyzed Hoy's testimony and determined that Hoy's 
testimony regarding the "biggest incident" in his life was an attempt to bolster his 
credibility and whether this was actually the "biggest incident" of his life was 
called into question by his prior conviction. (7/1/14 Tr., p. 304, L. 1 - p. 306, L. 
17.) The district court considered Hoy's testimony regarding the potential 
consequences to his job and determined that his prior conviction and probation 
called that testimony into doubt as well. (Id.) 
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THE COURT: Give me a minute, I want to look back to some 
of the transcript here quickly. 
These are always difficult calls because there clearly still 
remains the prejudice from his leaving-the-scene felony and 
probation in terms of the concern of the prejudice from those in 
terms of the potential for the jury using that solely as their basis to 
convict. 
am concerned - it struck me immediately when the 
defendant testified, before [the prosecutor] brought these issues up 
when he was talking about the biggest incident in my life, my sort of 
non-verbal reaction to myself was "uh-oh." The problem with it is it 
was brought up in a way to bolster his credibility and testimony 
today. 
The second issue that sort of caused me to go "uh-oh" was 
when the defendant explained the consequences to him of why this 
was such - I can't remember exactly - such a big event in the 
sense of they don't hire people who have been violent in their labs 
and that is why he was concerned or the fight broke up, or 
whatever it was. I can't remember exactly how it came up, that's 
what I was looking for. 
But I recall being struck by that because we had even talked 
about here the fact that he certainly has the motivation in this case 
to potentially not tell the truth because of the consequences from 
this case, which is the convictions in this case. And yet he's telling 
the jury, I think potentially in a way to sort of get them to 
sympathize or empathize with him, that it could ruin his chosen 
profession. And I think he has opened the door to the fact that he 
had a prior event that was of significance involving leaving the 
scene of the accident and he's on probation for that and can be 
punished for that as a result of this conduct as well as whatever the 
penalty is for this conduct. 
I think he's opened the door to that, and I think it's fair to 
cross-examine him on that. And I will give a limiting instruction at 
some point about how the jury can use that in terms of assessing 
his credibility and fo - more importantly to assess the credibility of 
the story that he's telling now with respect to those two things. 
With respect to the striking the officer with his vehicle, I don't 
think that that really impeaches his I've-not-been-in-a-lot-of-fights 
statement. I'm not going to let you go there, and I don't think that 
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the door has been adequately open to the theft issues to go there 
at this point. 
But I think he has opened the two on those two items 
relative to the prior significant event in his life as well as the 
consequences to him potentially of this event affecting that event 
and obviously conviction of a crime here. 
And I think the relevance of those two things now are not 
substantially outweighed by the potential prejudicial effect, and I 
believe the defendant has opened the door to those with his 
testimony. 
(7/1/14 Tr., p. 304, L. 16 - p. 306, L. 22.) The district court gave a limiting 
instruction after Hoy testified. (7/11/14 p. 330, L. 23 - p. 331, L. 7.) 
Evidence of the defendant's previous conviction of an offense may 
be considered by you only as it may affect the defendant's 
believability as a witness. You must not consider it as evidence of 
the defendant's guilt of the offense charged in this case. 
(Id.) The district court did not abuse its discretion. 
Hoy's attempt to explain the discrepancy between his statements to 
Officer Ellis and his testimony and his attempts to explain what he meant during 
the interview with Officer Ellis opened the door to cross-examination regarding 
his prior conviction and probation. Hoy volunteered that this was the "biggest 
incident" of his life in order to bolster his credibility and to convince the jury that 
he was taking his testimony seriously. However, since he was previously 
convicted of a felony leaving the scene of the accident where his passenger was 
injured and then fled the scene, it was fair for the district court to permit the state 
to question whether this truly was the "biggest incident" of his life. Further, in an 
attempt to bolster his credibility and create sympathy, Hoy testified that 
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statements to Officer Ellis that it was a "delicate situation" and could "ruin" his life 
were referring to his "cool" job at a lab. It was fair for the state to cross-examine 
Hoy that what he actually meant about a "delicate situation" and that this was 
"ruin[ing]" his life was the potential for a probation violation. The district court 
properly weighed whether the relevance was substantially outweighed by the 
potential prejudicial effect and properly determined the defendant had opened 
the door. The district court also properly gave a limiting instruction to the jury. 
On appeal, Hoy has failed to show the district court abused its discretion when it 
permitted the state to cross-examine Hoy regarding his explanation of 
statements made to Officer Ellis. 
CONCLUSION 
The state respectfully requests this Court affirm the district court's 
judgment. 
DATED this 2nd day of November, 2015. 
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